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ABSTRACT
This study examines elementary teacher use of district curriculum-based 
test results in making instructional decisions. A questionnaire was developed 
and distributed to elementary teachers asking about their routine practices 
when using test results, their comfort level in doing so, and training they have 
received. Returns from 944 teachers were analyzed, and it was determined 
some concerns exist related to the interpretation and use of test information by 
elementary teachers. It was concluded that teachers may need training to 
improve their skills in test result interpretation, and the formats used by school 
districts to distribute test results may need modification. In addition, twenty-five 
school districts were contacted and asked to share information on the models 
they use to communicate test information to teachers. Twelve school districts 
responded, and these responses were analyzed with the teacher feedback to 
arrive at specific recommendations regarding test result dissemination formats 
and schedules.
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Chapter 1 
Introduction
Teachers spend a number of hours each year preparing for and 
administering state - and school district - mandated tests (Shepard &
Dougherty, 1991). One of the goals of this testing is to provide information to 
teachers that will allow them to modify their instruction to fit the needs of 
students. Following the administration and scoring of those tests, achievement 
results are provided to teachers. Ideally, the results are interpretable and useful 
to the teachers in supporting instructional decisions.
In order to effectively use test results for instructional decisions, teachers 
must be knowledgeable both of how to read the results and of appropriate 
interpretations. Plake and Impara (1995) conducted research designed to 
determine the extent to which teachers understand and use test data in the 
classroom. The results were not promising. The research suggested teachers 
are ill-equipped to utilize test result information and that a need exists for 
training in that area.
Even when teachers are prepared to use test results, their efforts are 
often hampered by the format of the testing information given to them. In a study 
by Bunch (1986), it was determined that teachers receive a large quantity of 
information, but that this information is not always the type needed to improve 
instruction.
Moore (1992) and Linn (1983) suggest that school districts would be
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wise to make good use of staff development to instruct teachers in the area of 
testing and evaluation. They suggest that teachers should be inserviced on 
methods for using test data to improve instruction. School districts which have a 
goal of improvement in instruction supported by test results should also provide 
structure within the organization that is teacher-friendly and supports the 
appropriate use of test information (Williams & Bank, 1981).
Studies done by Plake and Impara (1985) and Schafer and Lissitz 
(1987) suggest that a deficit may exist in the area of test result use in the 
classroom due to of a lack of teacher knowledge about assessment. School 
districts may need to give more support to teachers by providing inservice 
training and a clear communication concerning the goals of testing and 
evaluation programs (Moore,1992). A need may also exist for improved models 
for disseminating test results to teachers (Bunch,1986).
Literature Review
According to Williams & Bank (1981), much of the testing and evaluation 
that goes on in school districts today is due to the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965. While individual tests for intelligence and aptitude were 
given in schools prior to this date, this Act put national emphasis on group 
rather than individual testing. It required school districts to conduct large-scale 
testing and forward the results to various government agencies in order to 
continue to receive federal funding.
In the 1970’s even more importance was placed on the role of testing in 
the schools with the emergence of minimum competency testing (Shepard & 
Dougherty, 1991). Large-scale testing of students became a common method
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for determining whether students had met the requirements to move on to the 
next educational level. Further change in the use of testing came in the 1980’s. 
Educational reform put an even greater emphasis on national test results and 
standards. According to Brown (1992), all 50 states have now mandated some 
form of standardardized testing. While, at first, this information was used mainly 
to make policy decisions at a state or federal level, school districts began to 
explore ways in which the data collected could be useful for local decision­
making.
The Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) found in a survey that 
approximately 11.5 hours is spent each year by fourth- through sixth- grade 
students on either state- or district- required testing (Dorr-Bremme & Herman,
1983). This testing is of specific interest to two major groups. The first group is 
made up of agencies outside of the school district who are interested in test 
data for policy-related issues within either the federal or state governments.
The second is a group of individuals within the school district which includes, 
but is not limited to, the superintendent, administrators, building principals and 
classroom teachers (Williams & Bank, 1981).
Usefulness of test results given to teachers. While it would seem logical 
that information gathered through testing would be immediately useful to the 
classroom teacher, a study by Bunch (1986) has shown that the information 
given to the schools is many times not the needed information and is, therefore, 
not useful. Teachers are inundated with all kinds of test data. They may receive 
information on total score, objective scores, item scores, strength and weakness 
scores, and pass/fail indicators given for their individual classrooms, as well as 
for the school, district and state. These are the same data that are given to
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legislators, principals, and other administrators. Rather than create user- 
specific formats, score reports containing all of the data collected from the tests 
are given to everyone concerned. These data often contain a low percentage of 
information that is directly useful for improving instruction in the classroom.
In his study, Bunch (1986) suggests that results given should be 
audience specific. In his Maryland statewide survey, questionnaires were 
distributed to teachers, administrators and other school personnel. Two areas 
among those focused upon in the questionnaire were: the individuals who use 
the reports and the information that these individuals need to make decisions. It 
was concluded that score reports should be different depending on the user’s 
needs rather than a blanket format for all recipients. He also maintained that 
each score report should describe the testing program and each recipient 
should know why he or she is receiving the reports. Reports should be clear, 
and visual clutter should be reduced.
O’Neal (1984) reports that, in the Albuquerque Public Schools, teachers, 
building administrators and upper administrators all receive data in a concise, 
understandable format that is specific to their individual needs. Teachers 
receive results for individuals and groups of students in their classrooms, 
principals look at reports that highlight trends in the data within their schools 
from year to year, and upper administrators are given reports that summarize 
the data on each grade level tested. The Oregon Public Schools (1983) report 
similar distribution reports. Teachers receive results for individual students as 
well as the individual classes. Reports for principals contain the same type of 
information as teachers’ reports with the exception that results are given for 
entire grade levels in addition to individual classes.
Test Result Use
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Teacher use of test results in classroom decision-making. A study by 
Dorr-Bremme (1983) focused on teachers’ beliefs about testing and its 
usefulness in the classroom and, further, whether teachers have the knowledge 
to use the resulting information. It was found that teachers report that 
consideration of test results is useful in the beginning of the school year to plan 
instruction. Data are analyzed on the incoming students to determine the entry 
level of those students. Results are also used to assign and reassign students 
to instructional groups throughout the year. When interviewed about test use in 
the classroom, many teachers reported that test results arrived too late in the 
year to be of any use and that many times teachers never received results for 
their present students. This being the case, teachers who would have used test 
result information were unable to do so.
In a survey of uses of test results for decision-making by beginning 
teachers, Hall, Villeme and Phillipy (1985) reported that the teachers surveyed 
placed the greatest emphasis on using test results to assess their own teaching. 
Linn (1983) suggests that using test results in this manner is “one of the most 
important functions that are served by standardized tests” (p. 98).
Preparation of teachers on the uses of test results for decision-making in 
the classroom. How well are teachers prepared to utilize test result information 
in the classroom? Schafer and Lissitz (1987) found that although teachers 
spend about ten percent of their time assessing students, only about half of all 
elementary teacher education programs require a measurement course. 
Stiggins (1991) suggests that teachers need classroom assessment training in 
order to perform the tasks that are an integral part of instruction. These tasks 
include diagnosing the needs of students, grouping students for instruction, and
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evaluation of their own teaching.
Plake and Impara (1995) conducted a national survey to determine 
teacher assessment literacy as well as their beliefs on how assessment should 
be used in their classrooms. Teachers were given a 35 item test covering the 
Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students 
(NCME, 1990) as determined by the American Federation of Teachers (AFT), 
The National Education Association (NEA), and the National Council on 
Measurement in Education (NCME). The mean performance on the test of the 
participating teachers was 66%, which would be a failing grade based on the 
70% passing score used in many classrooms. Teachers were also asked about 
their training background in assessment and their interest in learning more 
about the assessment of students. Teachers who felt that they had a high level 
of proficiency in the area and therefore needed no further training did not 
perform significantly better than those who reported an interest in training. “The 
evidence gathered ... suggests that it is time for the education community to face 
up to the fact that teachers are ill-equipped to successfully undertake one of the 
most prevalent activities of their instructional program: student assessment”
(p. 12).
The relationship between classroom teachers and testing and evaluation 
departments. Williams and Bank (1981) and Linn (1983) acknowledge the 
difficulties associated with forming strong links between testing and evaluation 
programs and instruction. They contend that while it is ideal to have shared 
goals between the classroom programs on testing and evaluation and the 
district administration, this is not automatically the case. In a study on the use 
of data to improve instruction, Williams and Bank (1981) present a theory based
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on the nature of school district structure that may shed light on the reasons that, 
in many instances, test results are used in a limited fashion at the classroom 
level. Characteristics of school districts are addressed that may partially 
account for this problem, two of which are labeled loose coupling and teacher 
isolation. Loose coupling refers to the links established between individual 
teachers and the central administrators of the school district. Teacher isolation 
is used to describe teachers who work within their own classrooms but are 
unaffected by what is going on within their district or school because of the 
seclusive nature of the classroom setting.
Teachers are usually informed of district decisions and priorities after 
they have been passed down through multiple management levels. Goodlad 
and Klein (1974) note that because of the gap between district administrators 
and classroom teachers, district instructional policy is often not implemented in 
the classroom. This being the case, Williams and Bank (1981) suggest that if 
school district administrators wish to see test results consistently used in the 
classroom as a means for instructional modification, a district-wide plan that 
includes teacher training and support must be implemented to reach this goal.
Moore (1992), O'Neal (1984), Sanchez (1983), Daniels (1982) and 
Snider (1982) address the need for training of teachers in the use of test data. 
When conducting training, clear goals should be outlined in regard to district 
intentions for testing programs. Teachers should be told what is expected of 
them and whether or not they will be evaluated on the results. The training 
objectives should be to instruct teachers on the interpretation of test results and 
to give them strategies for evaluating the data for improving instruction.
Linn (1983) observes that teachers who report having participated in staff
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development in the area of testing say that the focus of the training was largely 
administrative in nature. Rather than focusing on how to use test results to 
improve instruction, the staff development covered guidelines for test 
administration or explanation of results at either the state, district, or school 
level. For districts to overcome the difficulties of program implementation, 
routine, appropriate staff development must be carried out. O’Neal (1984) 
suggests a model for overcoming this obstacle. The model would include 
dissemination of information to each school site through a teacher liaison, and 
support for the liaison given by the department of testing and evaluation. One 
teacher from each school would attend district training and then conduct school 
meetings to pass the information on to fellow teachers. Consultants from the 
department of testing and evaluation would be assigned to schools, and would 
make regular visits to each school site to be available to answer questions or 
aid in problem solving.
Given the problems associated with implementing strong testing and 
evaluation programs within school districts and the deficits in the areas of 
teacher understanding and use of test results, a need exists for further research 
in the area. This study attempts to develop informed recommendations on the 
presentation of test results to elementary school teachers.
Test Result Use
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Chapter 2 
Methods
Subjects
The subjects in this study were elementary school teachers from a large, 
county-wide school district. This district is unique in that it encompasses a large 
number of schools located in both rural and urban settings. There are 127 
elementary schools that employ approximately 3,200 teachers within this school 
district.
Of the teachers surveyed, 944 (or 30%) completed and returned 
questionnaires. These teachers were representative of 88 (or 69%) of the 
elementary schools surveyed. The responding teachers taught grades one 
through five, special education, and Title 1. These teachers had between one 
and thirty-seven years’ teaching experience.
Instruments
Two information sources were used as data sources for the research. A 
questionnaire was developed and distributed to elementary teachers in one 
school district and school districts from around the country were asked to share 
information on how they disseminate test results to teachers.
In order to gather information from teachers addressing the purpose of 
the study, the questionnaire was developed (see Appendix A). The five foci of 
the questionnaire were to determine:
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(1) The extent to which teachers use test results.
(2) The confidence level of teachers in the areas of test result 
interpretation and use.
(3) The level of teacher interest in using test results.
(4) The desire of teachers for training on the use of test results in the 
classroom.
(5) The level of satisfaction teachers have with the format and timeliness 
of dissemination of test results.
The questionnaire was created with the cooperation of the director of 
testing and evaluation for a large school district. Information was gathered and 
reviewed on the curriculum based testing program used by the district. Copies 
of the test result score reports were studied and information was gathered on 
the school district’s timeline for test implementation and the publishing of 
results.
During its development, the questionnaire was reviewed by a director of 
testing and evaluation and a specialist in educational measurement for 
appropriateness of content and language. Additionally, five elementary school 
teachers were asked to review the survey at various stages of development and 
to give feedback on the clarity and ease of completion.
The format of the questionnaire consisted of a variety of types of 
questions. Questions one through three focused on the dissemination of the 
results, whether or not the teachers received them and when they were 
received. Teachers were also asked to indicate the month in which they would 
like to receive the results. The next four questions asked teachers how the
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results were presented to them and whether they had been inserviced on the 
interpretation and uses of test data. Teachers were also asked if they would like 
to receive training and what form that training should take. Four questions were 
used to gather information on teachers’ opinions on the uses of test results and 
on their routine practices.
The teachers were also asked about their knowledge of the availability of 
test results for their current students. At present, teachers in the school district 
surveyed receive test results in the fall of each school year. The teachers are 
given results for the students that they had in class the previous year.
Teachers currently receive test results in the form of six separate score 
reports (see Appendix B). The title of each score report was listed and teachers 
were asked to rate their understanding of each report, as well as the perceived 
usefulness of each report.
The final question of the survey asked teachers to respond to the general 
usefulness of test results, and space was provided to expand on this question 
and to give additional comments.
Information on models for dissemination of test results used by other 
school districts was solicited. A letter was written and sent to twenty-five school 
districts in various parts of the country requesting copies of test result formats 
(see Appendix C). Responses to this request would provide information on 
what school districts are doing with test result data and would also serve as a 
resource for ideas on ways to modify test result distribution.
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Procedures
Questionnaires were distributed in 127 elementary schools to 
approximately 3,200 teachers of grades one through five. Distribution was 
conducted with the assistance of the school district administration. The 
principals of the elementary schools involved were presented with the 
document during an administrative meeting. A brief description of the study was 
given along with instructions for the dissemination of the questionnaires to the 
teachers. The principals were asked to deliver the questionnaires to their 
respective faculties during staff meetings and to encourage their completion 
and return. Teacher participation was voluntary and confidential. The 
completed forms were returned individually or in school groups via the school 
district mail service.
The completed questionnaires were coded and the responses key 
entered. Information provided by the school districts which had responded to 
the request for formats of test result data was reviewed and categorized 
according to the type of information provided and the target group for whom the 
information was prepared.
Test Result Use
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Chapter 3 
Results
Questionnaire
Percent frequency statistics were used to summarize the responses 
given on each of the questions. The frequency of each response given was 
determined as well as the percentage of respondents selecting each answer. 
These data were reviewed and subgroups formed based on the responses 
selected.
Of the 127 elementary schools in which the questionnaires were 
distributed, 88 (or 69%) are represented in the data. Eleven percent of the 
surveys did not contain school information and, therefore, the actual response 
percentage of schools may have been higher. Of the teachers surveyed, 944 
(or 30%) responded to the questionnaire.
Figure 1 presents the distribution of respondents by grade level. The 
actual number of first- and second- grade teachers responding is nearly double 
that in grades three through five. However, within the teacher population of the 
school district surveyed, there are substantially more first- and second- grade 
teachers due to state-mandated class-size reduction for these grades. 
Therefore, the results indicate a relatively even grade-level representation. A 
small number of special education and Title 1 instructors also responded.
Figure 2 describes the years of teaching experience of the responding teachers. 
Forty-six percent of these teachers had between one and eight years’
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experience. The remaining 50% had nine or more years’ experience in 
teaching. The large number of teachers with less than nine years experience 
may be due, in part, to the school district in which the survey was taken. It is a 
large district that is growing very quickly. In recent years many teachers have 
been hired and the district has focused recruitment efforts on entry-level 
teachers.
Insert Figures 1 and 2 about here
Question 15 asked teachers to respond to the general usefulness of test 
results. Figure 3 displays the percentage frequency over the three response 
categories. It appears that about half of the teachers find the results to be useful 
while 42% of the teachers either do not find them useful at all or feel they could 
be useful, given modification of the reports or interpretive support.
Insert Figure 3 about here
Figures 4 through 9 tabulate the reported usefulness of the six score 
reports. The Individual Scores List was viewed by the teachers as marginally 
more useful that the Concept Item Analysis. The Percent Correct Frequency 
Distribution, the Student Response Item Analysis, and the Summary Item 
Analysis had similar response patterns and were seen as less useful than the 
Individual Scores List and the Concept Item Analysis. The Raw Score
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Frequency Distribution was judged as the least useful of the six reports.
Insert Figures 4-9 about here
In questions 2 and 3, teachers were asked to indicate the month in which 
they receive the test results and the month in which they would like to receive 
them. Sixty-one percent of the teachers receive the results in the months of 
August through November. Sixteen percent of the teachers reported that the 
month in which they receive the results varies. Nearly as many teachers, 54%, 
report wanting to receive the results in the months of August through November 
as actually do receive them at this time. Six percent of the teachers would like 
to receive the results in May. These teachers presumably want the results in 
time to remediate skills that the students did not master. Table 1 relates the 
months in which test results are received and desired by teachers.
Insert Table 1 about here
Forty-three percent of the responding teachers contributed additional 
written comments. Thirty-one percent of those comments referred to the fact that 
the test results are given for students who are no longer in their classes. These 
teachers would prefer to have results for their current students. The theme,
“less is more,” emerged in the comment section concerning the quantity and 
scope of the score reports. The suggestion that the results could be condensed
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was made by 11% of the respondents. A number of the comments specifically 
suggested that not all of the score reports were necessary and that the reports 
could be less detailed.
A cross tabulation of question 5 and question 15 is reported in Figure 10. 
These questions asked teachers to report whether or not the test results are 
usually presented to them with accompanying explanation/interpretation and to 
rate the usefulness of test results (see figure 3). Over one-third more of the 
teachers who had accompanying explanation reported that the results were 
useful than of those not receiving explanation. Nearly twice as many teachers 
who had not received the explanation said the results could be useful if 
presented differently as did teachers who had received the explanation.
Insert Figure 10 about here
The teachers were asked in question 6 whether or not they had 
participated in an inservice covering the interpretation and uses of test data. 
This information was cross-tabulated with question 15 on test result usefulness. 
Figure 11 depicts these results. Sixteen percent more teachers who had 
received inservicing than those who had not reported that the results were 
useful. Almost one-fourth of teachers who had not received training said that 
the results could be useful if presented differently.
Insert Figure 11 about here
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Seven percent of the teachers represented in the data had been directly 
inserviced by the school district’s testing and evaluation department. A 
tabulation of this subgroup’s answers to question 15 is given in Figure 12. The 
majority of these teachers found the test results to be useful, while only 6% did 
not.
Insert Figure 12 about here
Among the teachers who made additional written comments, 58 
emphasized that the results were useful. Of these 58 teachers, 39 had been 
inserviced and 19 had not. Thirty-two teachers wrote that test information is 
irrelevant to teaching. Only nine of these teachers had been inserviced, while 
23 had not.
Teachers were asked whether or not they would like information on ways 
to interpret and use the'test results. Fifty-three percent of the teachers were 
interested in some type of training while 47% were satisfied with their current 
level of information. Of the three choices given for training mediums, no one 
choice was selected significantly more often than the others. The responses to 
the choices given were relatively even. Figure 13 displays a summary of the 
responses to training preferences.
Insert Figure 13 about here
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Information From School Districts
Information on the formats used to distribute test result information was 
received from twelve school districts around the country. The formats received 
were not restricted to models for dissemination of test results to teachers.
Rather, information was received on many aspects of the reporting of 
assessment results. The school districts were placed into three categories 
based on the type of reports they submitted: Category 1 - test result information 
was communicated for the district or state populations but did not contain test 
results on individual classrooms; Category 2 - information was communicated 
for individual classrooms as well as the entire district or state; Category 3 - the 
information given was directed for use by the individual teacher and contained 
results specifically for that teacher.
Category 1. Annual district-wide reports that display information on the 
district, school, or both were provided. No information on test results for 
individual classrooms was given. In the information shared by these districts 
there was no mention of score reports given to individual teachers. The focus of 
reporting seemed to be on release of information to the general public. Seven 
of the school districts gave information of this type.
While the information given in the reports varied among those districts 
placed in Category 1, the focus was basically the same. Each district sought to 
communicate information of the demographics of the district and its schools and 
to give results on its various testing programs. While some focused almost 
solely on test results, others chose to embed results along with information on 
various programs offered throughout the district. Examples of the typical score 
report from school districts in this category are shown in Appendix D.
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Category 2. While the majority of information sent by school districts in 
this category was broad, i.e., encompassing the entire district, reports were 
given for individual schools, and there was mention of score reports given to 
teachers. Examples of these teacher reports were not always included, but they 
were discussed in the narrative supplied. Four of the school districts were 
placed in this category. Because two of these school districts provided 
information on score reports given to individual teachers, they will be discussed 
in greater detail and referred to as District A and District B. A third district,
District C, will also be discussed separately due to its unique method of 
disseminating results and the ease of user access to result information.
School District A is a large metropolitan school district in the mid-western 
United States with approximately 106,000 students. Information was provided 
from its research and evaluation department. Two bound documents were 
given. The first was a data profile for 1994 that gave information on enrollment, 
cost per pupil, student achievement and student participation throughout the 
district. The second document was a school profile for 1993-94. It contained 
information on each school in the district. Data were provided for each school 
site for location, grades taught, faculty, student population, support programs 
and test scores.
While the score reports given for individual teachers were not provided, 
an accompanying letter from the research and evaluation department discussed 
them. It was noted that the data profiles given are not useful for teachers, but 
that they are, rather, a means of public communication. The importance of 
providing test result information for at least three years at a time in order to show 
trends was stressed. This respondent also expressed the need for staff
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development. Examples of the types of score reports given by this district are 
provided in Appendix E.
School District B is a large, urban school district in the mid-western 
United States. Information was provided from its department of research, 
evaluation and planning. Documents were shared on the testing that is 
mandated by the state, and on the reports that are used to distribute that 
information. Score reports were given for the district by grade level. An 
example of a document prepared for each school was also provided. This 
packet contained information on the school, its student enrollment, the 
instructional setting, the district’s finances, student academic performance, and 
areas for planned improvement.
Two examples of reports given to teachers were provided. The first was 
an example of the actual score reports given on the performance of the 
students. Student scores are given for each academic area tested. Teachers 
also receive a pamphlet explaining how to use the test results. Information is 
provided on what the results can tell the teachers, how to read the results, 
caveats to remember when interpreting results, and examples of activities to aid 
in the improvement of performance in the skill areas. Examples of the two 
documents given to teachers are provided in Appendix E.
School District C is a school district in a city in the pacific northwest of the 
United States. The state in which this school district lies has mandated that 
each school develop a performance report to be given to the parents at the 
beginning of every school year. Information on school demographics, student 
characteristics, finances, course outcome performances, and standardized test 
scores is provided. Computers at each school site will eventually have access
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to the information on an as needed basis. Appendix E contains samples of the 
information reported in this district’s program.
Category 3. The main focus of the information provided by the school 
district in this category is communication of results of individual students and 
classrooms. This characteristic distinguishes this school district from the others. 
The major focus area seemed to be in providing meaningful information to the 
individual schools and teachers.
District D is a district in a city in the southwestern United States.
Teachers in this district receive copies of a report published by the districts’s 
research and evaluation department. This report gives information on the 
purposes of the district’s testing program, ethical testing procedures, ethical test 
preparation practices, how to use test results, and an explanation of each of the 
tests given by the district.
Each time test results are given to teachers, a document is provided with 
the reports that explains to teachers the goals of the testing program and an 
explanation of how to interpret the score reports. Teachers are given reports 
that list all of the students in their class with each student’s scores on each 
objective. They also receive reports that detail the mastery status of their class 
on each objective. Each school is provided with worksheets that aid in focusing 
on the test results in a manner that can be useful in improving classroom 
instruction. Examples of the score report documents teachers receive and the 
worksheets given can be found in Appendix F.
Although most of the school districts who sent information did not include 
formats for dissemination of results to teachers, the reports shared were useful. 
Those schools that did include teacher information displayed results in formats
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that are consistent with the current research that was reviewed.
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Chapter 4 
Discussion
While only 30% of the teachers surveyed responded, the fact that 88% of 
the elementary schools in this district were represented in the data is notable. 
Forty-three percent of those teachers who took the time to respond to the survey 
also made additional comments. This suggests that care was taken in filling out 
the questionnaire and the respondents took the task seriously. Though the 944 
teachers who responded to the questionnaire are not necessarily 
representative of all of the teachers in the school district, the data can be used 
with confidence as an information source in making recommendations related 
to the reporting and use of test results in the classroom.
When asked about the general usefulness of the test results, 51% of 
teachers found them to be useful. Although the general nature of the question 
does not give indication of how the results are used, it can be assumed that 
these teachers are, in fact, using those results as an aid when making 
instructional decisions in the classroom. The large number (42%) of the 
teachers who responded that the test results could be useful or who did not find 
them at all useful, suggests a need for change in reporting and/or inservicing.
One possibility for changing the system to provide more useful 
information to teachers might be to alter the format used in disseminating the 
results. Twenty-eight percent of the teachers responded that the results would 
be useful if presented differently. Additionally, of the teachers who made 
comments concerning the format, 46 suggested that not all of the reports were
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necessary and that they could be less detailed. The results of the questions on 
both the Individual Scores List and the Concept Item Analysis showed that the 
majority of teachers found these two reports to be useful. When considering 
changes to the format of the score reports, it appears the information in these 
two reports should be included in the revised product. The results for the Raw 
Score Frequency Distribution showed that the majority of teachers found it only 
marginally useful or not at all useful. This suggests a revision of the format 
might exclude this report. Feedback on the remaining score reports suggests 
perceptions of only moderate usefulness. The information provided by these 
results and the usefulness of the reports in the decision-making process with 
respect to the goals of the testing program should be examined. These score 
reports might also be eliminated.
Teachers were asked to list the months in which they usually receive test 
result information. The majority of the teachers, 61%, receive the results in the 
fall. Therefore, teachers receive test results of their previous students in time to 
reflect on the strengths and weaknesses of those students as a basis to plan for 
revision of instruction for the current school year.
When asked to list the months in which they desired the results, 54% of 
the teachers listed one of the fall months, the time of year in which most of them 
currently receive the reports. Of the teachers who contributed additional written 
comments, 31% were not satisfied with receiving results for previous students 
only. These teachers also desired the results for their current students. These 
results could be used in planning instruction for the incoming students at the 
beginning of each school year in conjunction with results for the previous year.
Test results are useful as a source of information when making
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instructional decisions. These decisions include, but are not limited to, revision 
of instruction, remediation of pupil deficiencies, and the placement of students 
into instructional groups. Test results can serve as one useful information 
source for planning instruction at the beginning of the school year. If teachers 
are to use test results in this way, they must receive the test results of their 
incoming students. With test score reports for their previous students as well as 
their current students, teachers could maximize utilization of test result 
information.
The purpose of this study was to provide recommendations for the 
presentation of results to elementary teachers. Training on interpretation and 
use of results, if needed, would be a part of that presentation. Therefore, many 
of the questions on the survey focused on support the teachers receive in this 
area. Teachers who had received an explanation or interpretation with the 
results, those who had attended some type of inservice training, and teachers 
who been directly inserviced by the school district’s department of testing and 
evaluation consistently had a higher percentage of respondents who found the 
data useful. On the other hand, teachers who had received no training or 
explanation had a higher percentage who felt the results either were not useful 
or could be useful if presented differently. These observations lead to the 
conclusion that inservice training and/or explanation of results are necessary. 
However, one of the limitations of this study was in the questions asked 
regarding training and the explanation and interpretation given to teachers. In 
the survey, these questions did not ask about the content of the explanations or 
inservices, rather they asked only if teachers had received them. While 
recommendations can be made that training and explanation be given, the
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content and format of that training is an area of further study.
Another basis for a recommendation to provide inservice training stems 
from the questionnaire data. When asked if they would like to receive training, 
53% of the teachers responded in the affirmative that they would like some type 
of training. Of these teachers, 21% would like direct inservice training, 17% 
prefer to watch a videotape, and 18% would like written materials to read on 
their own time. Given that half of the teachers want it, some type of inservice 
training is strongly recommended. As for the type of training, some or all of the 
above mentioned mediums may be useful. Direct inservice training could be 
provided for all teachers, while an available videotape presentation could later 
serve as a vehicle for review and remediation. A written explanation could 
accompany the results each time they are disseminated as an additional 
means to focus teachers’ attention on the uses of the test results.
While only a few of the school districts surveyed provided feedback that 
was directly pertinent to the discussion of formats for dissemination and teacher 
use of results, the information received was valuable. From the reports of those 
school districts, two common characteristics emerged. First, the results were 
given to teachers in concise formats. That is, all of the test information deemed 
useful to teachers by these organizations was presented in documents of two 
pages or less. Secondly, teachers received some type of written explanation 
along with the test results. This written information explained the goals of the 
testing program and gave an explanation as to how to directly utilize those 
results to aid in instructional decision making. One of these school districts 
went so far as to provide ideas for remediation of skills that students had not 
mastered. These characteristics mentioned, though not demonstrated by many
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of the responding school districts, are supported in the research by Moore 
(1992), Bunch (1986), and Williams and Bank (1981).
As stated earlier, a limitation of this study was the lack of specificity in 
some of the questions asked of the teachers. In future studies, specific 
questions on the format of the test results should be asked. It may be helpful for 
teachers to receive examples of alternative formats to review and rate as to 
ease of interpretation and usefulness. Specific questions on training content 
and delivery should also be asked.
Recommendations
Recommendations based on this study are as follows:
(1) All teachers should be provided with inservice training that includes 
instruction on the goals of the testing program, an overview of the 
tests given, direction for reading and interpreting the score reports, 
and ideas for implementing the resulting information to make 
appropriate instructional decisions.
(2) Score reports given to teachers should be concise, clear and free 
from visual clutter.
(3) Reports should be given at the beginning of each school year. . 
These reports should contain test results on the students from the 
previous year as well as the results of the incoming students.
(4) Score reports should be given with some explanation that provides 
teachers with the goals of the testing program and an explanation on 
how to read and interpret the documents.
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While providing inservice training for every elementary teacher in a 
school district is a monumental task, O’Neal (1984) suggests the training of one 
resource teacher from each school to serve as a site specialist might suffice. 
District personnel could be available to these resource teachers to serve as a 
backup resource for clarification or assistance when needed at the individual 
schools.
This study has determined that areas for improvement exist in the 
reporting to and utilization of test result information by elementary school 
teachers in the context observed. Teachers appear to need training on the 
purposes of testing programs, the interpretation of test results, and the use of 
these test results to make instructional decisions. Further, revision of formats 
used by school districts to disseminate test results to teachers may improve their 
usefulness. The information provided in this study also has implications for 
further study in the area. In order for school districts to create and keep strong 
links between testing and evaluation programs and the classroom teacher, 
administrators must keep abreast of teacher knowledge of test result use and 
their specific needs as related to appropriate utilization of these results. One 
step toward attaining that goal might be the institution of a regular and direct 
dialogue between testing personnel and classroom teachers.
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APPENDIX A
IMPROVEMENT OF THE REPORTING OF ASSESSMENT RESULTS 
(school district name) TEACHER SURVEY
The survey below represents a (district name)-approved cooperative research 
effort between a UNLV graduate student in Educational Psychology and the 
(district name) Elementary Education Division and Testing and Evaluation 
Department. The purposes of the survey are: 1) to gather information about the 
current state of teacher knowledge and use of districtwide (test name) results, 
and 2) to redesign the (test name) output in a more “user-friendly” format. Your 
honest responses will be helpful in improving the system for dissemination of 
the test results to teachers. All answers will be kept confidential.
Grade Level_________  Number of years teaching_______
Please check, circle, or fill in the response to each statement that most 
accurately reflects your own experience.
1. I receive my students’ (test name) results each year.
Yes No
2. I usually receive my students’ results during the month o f_____________ .
3. I would like to receive my students’ results during the month o f__________ .
4. The results are usually presented to me:
 Individually___________________ ____ In a grade-level meeting
 In a school wide meeting
5. The results are usually presented to me:
 with accompanying explanation and interpretation
 without accompanying explanation and interpretation
6. I have participated in an inservice covering the interpretation and uses of test 
data.
Yes No
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If “yes,” please check each of the following types of inservices that you have 
attended.
 Informal with a colleague
 Grade-level discussion led b y ______________ (please specify.)
 School wide discussion led by principal or other school
administrator
 Inservice led by staff from the Department of Testing and
Evaluation
 Other (Please specify.)
7. I would like more information on ways to interpret and use the test results.
 I am satisfied with the information I receive.
 Yes, in the form of inservice training.
 Yes, I would like materials to read on my own time.
 Yes, in the form of an instructional videotape.
 Other (Please specify.)
8. It is informative to compare the results of my students with those of their 
grade-level peers within my school.
Strongly Agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly Disagree
9. It is informative to compare the results of my students with those of their 
peers throughout the school district.
Strongly Agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly Disagree
10. My colleagues and I look at trends in performance on the test within our 
grade level to determine needs, set goals, and revise instructional techniques.
Routinely Sometimes Infrequently
11. My colleagues and I look at individual students’ results to track/monitor 
individual student progress through the year/across grade levels.
Routinely Sometimes Infrequently
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12. Last year’s (test name) results for my current students were made available 
to me.
 Yes, via students’ CCF 706s
 Yes, through access to the district’s mainframe computer via the
terminal in the school office
 Yes, through “reconstituted” test results requested by our principal
 Not that I am aware of
13. When performance assessment results are returned, I would find 
accompanying student samples of each performance assessment judged as 
high, average, and low useful so that I could compare the development of my 
students to these standards.
Strongly Agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree
14. Currently, the following score reports from (test name) testing are returned to 
you. Please rate: 1) your own level of understanding of each report, and 2) the 
usefulness of that report in helping you assess your own instruction.
Low High
Raw Score Frequency Distribution
understanding 1 2 3 4 5
usefulness 1 2 3 4 5
Percent Correct Frequency Distribution
understanding 1 2 3 4 5
usefulness 1 2 3 4 5
Student Response Item Analysis
understanding 1 2 3 4 5
usefulness 1 2 3 4 5
Concept Item Analysis
understanding 1 2 3 4 5
usefulness 1 2 3 4 5
Summary Item Analysis
understanding 1 2 3 4 5
usefulness 1 2 3 4 5
Individual Scores List
understanding 1 2 3 4 5
usefulness 1 2 3 4 5
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15. In general, the test results presented to me: 
 are useful.
 would be useful if presented differently.
 are not useful.
Please use the space below to expand on your answer to question 15 or to 
provide additional comments.
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APPENDIX C
January 24, 1995
Dear
The Testing and Evaluation Department of (school district name) in (city name) 
is attempting to improve its reporting of students’ test results to teachers and 
schools. We have surveyed our teachers to request their opinions about the 
value of the information they presently receive and to determine which of the 
test result printouts are the most valuable and beneficial to them. Many 
teachers appear moderately pleased with the results we now provide, but they 
also indicated a desire for results to be presented in a more succinct format, as 
well as for test results to be accompanied by inservicing of some sort.
We are writing to your district to inquire about your method of communicating 
the test results of your curriculum-based and performance-based assessments 
to teachers and schools. We would like information specifically on how you 
report student scores on these types of tests to teachers and to individual 
schools. If you would supply me with a brief account or examples of your 
reporting approach, I would be most appreciative. If we can assist you in any 
testing endeavor, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,
(name), Teacher Consultant 
Testing and Evaluation Department
JC/mpI
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APPENDIX E
THIRD GRADS READING TEST
SCORE DISTRIBUTION BY SCHOOL AND YEAR n99'.-I9941
Percent B e lo w  Standard 1 Percent Inconclusive Percent Ahnv« Standard * [1
1391- 1992 | 1993 1994 1991 1992 1993 | 1994 1991 1 1992 | 1993 .1994 |
TOTAL 1 3.0 1 6.3 \U .7 8.7 7.0 R.2 ( "5 .3 84.1 88.0 | 55-5 ■139.4‘1
LARC-E DISTRICTS' I 12.0 9.0 10.0 8.0 12.0* 9.0 1 ™  1 8.0 75.0 82.0 | 79.0 ■ 84-2 ;|
TOTAL | 3.0 | 6.9 '■4 •7 .4 | 3.0 fi.3 I 7.S | '6.3 | 84.0 . 85.3 | 35.0 85.3 1
. SCHOOLS.
12.1 10.2 5.2
2.7 (: - 0.60.0 2.9 95.:1000.0
3.3 0.05.43.4
10.fi8.1 15.1 14.7 12.5
3.0
11.713.9 80 5
4.20.0
10.7 23.fi 31.5
0.01.4 6.0
■1.0 1.1 • 3.9 81.2 94- 95.110.2
7.320.0 8.9 | 13.23.30.0 36.: 91.1 33.0
1.1 9.07.9 fi.7 7.1
21.3 10.3 | 29.9 • 7.0 64.3 | 73j 17.1
7.3 8.3 9.4 12.3 17.1 79.45.4 31.19.4
.0.5 | 15.0 I 21.2 1 '11.9 | 15,3 13.3
7.1
3.4 8.5 75 5 87.915.3
3.0 4.30.0 1.49.1
3.3 92.03.3
8.5 9.9 8533.3 11:1 4.111.3
2.0 0.0 3.9 97.470.fi
93
0.0 98 21.4 0.0 100
3.11.1 0.0 | 93 5 95.91.4
9.0 I 13.3 0.8
7.7 0.00.0 4.4
Tnc diatncta m the State enrolling mure than 10.000 etudenta each.
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HOWTO USE THE SKILLS ANALYSIS FOR THE IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS
The skills analysis fcr lewa Tests c( Basic Skills (1TBS) is provided by She Department cf Research, Evaluation 
and Planning as a guide to the academic strengths and weaknesses of the students in your school. Tne ' 
analysis is based on results from the administered last spring, for students currently enrolled in your school.
W hat Does The S kills  Analysis Offer A Classroom Taacher?
•  a breakdown cf the skiils tested by a specific level cf Ihe /cwa Tests c f Sasic Skills 
information about Ihe relative emphasis'the ITES gives lo each skill and subskill a! each level
•  evidence cf Ihe skills that have teen mastered most successfully by the group cf students tested
•  evidence cf Ihe skiils that are most problematic fcr the students tested
• a comparison between your students' mastery cf specific skills sr.c the achievement ci students 
across the country who have teen  tested cn the same skiils
T o . Peed ~he Skilis i.-.slvsis
•  Locate the major skill headings. Almost ail charts include information on, R E -LIN G . 
MATHEMATICS CCNCSFTS/ESTiMATlCN, MATHEMATICS PRCELEM SCLVIN&CATA  
IN TER .-FETATIO N  and MAiHEMATICS COMPUTATION SKILLS. At some grade levels 
information is also provided on SCIENCE. SCCIAL STUDIES, MAPS AND DIAGRAM, SPELLiNG, 
CAPITALIZATION, FUNCTUATiCN. USAGE ar.d EXPRESSIONS cr REFERENCE MATERIALS:
•  Data are provided fcr each of the major skiils (as fisted above) as well as fcr the subskills that 
constitute each sScil category.. The five columns of data are, respectively, the average number cf 
items tried (answered) by the students in your class; the average number of right answers given; 
the total number of bams (questions) in the test; the percentage of right answers given by your 
students; and the nationwide percentage cf right answers given on the skill or subskiil. FOR 
CO M PARATIVE PURPOSES. THE LAST TW O COLUMNS CF INFORMATION AF.E THE M OST
■ USEFUL.
E XA M PLE: S A M P LE  IT3S  INDIVIDUAL STUDENT SKILLS ANALYSIS
Iowa Tests cf Basic Skiils - Spring 1SS4 Skiils Analysis by Unit, Room and Name Student Name
School Organization as cf August 3 . 1S94 ' ID Number
______________School Name. Unit. Cistrict. Room. Level__________________ Grade Tested
Skills
(n r
Avg .
' Number 
Tried-
Avg
Number
F.icht
No.
of
Items
%
Richt
Natt
r .
Richt
READING 4 0 .0 2 5 .0 4 6 57 5 3
C O N STR UC TIN G  FACTUAL MEANING 1 1 .0 6 .0 1 2 5 0 5 3
CO N STR U C T INFEREN TIAL MEANING ia.o 1 3 .0 21 6 2 £0
C O N STR U C T EVALUATION MEANING 1 1 .Q 7 .0 13 5 4 3/
" Note: For building-level skills analysis cniy. The (n) would be replaced by the actual number cf students 
included in the analysis fcr that test level.
1
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•  Far information about any sk31 or subskE, first check the calumn that indicates the number of items
(questions) related to the skill or subskilL The greater the number of items, the more meaningful 
the rest of the data.
U S IN G  T r ie  EXAM PLE Ftr.d the sJcTI heading labeled READING. Note that the subskill areas 
measured are CONSTRUCT FACTUAL MEANINGS. CONSTRUCT INFERENTIAL 
M EA N IN G S, and CONSTRUCT EVALUATIVE MEANING. In the row labeled READING it 
shews that there were 48 questions related to READING. Look one line down, to the subskiil ' 
C O N S TR U C T FACTUAL MEANINGS. Tnere were 12 questions cn the test related to 
C O N S TR U C T FACTUAL MEANINGS.
« After you have mace note of ihe number of items reiateb to a given skrii or subskiil, check ihe nest
column for the average number cf correct answers given by your students, then check fcr the 
percentage of right answers given by ycur students !o these items.
. U SIN G  T riS  EXAMPLE: Lock back to the data cn READING. Note that the sample student 
answered 57 percent cf ihe items right. Lock down cr.e row. It shcv/s that the siuder.t sample 
class get 50 percent cf the questions cn CONSTRUCT FACTUAL MEANINGS subs'dil correct.
Compere you: siucsm i' success wilh ihe natter a! success sr. ihe same skill or subskiil giver, in the 'as: 
column; The comparison is Importer.: ;c keep data on success ar.d failure in perspective. Remember 
there are very few items cn a test that are marked right by a very high percentage cf students 
nationwide. Cuesticr.s that are easy fcr a very high percentage cf students at a given ITES level are 
typically eliminated before ihe test is printed; because they do r.ct provide fcr meaningful discrimination 
between students.
U S iN G  T riE  EXAM PLE Nationally students answered £3 percent cf the READING questions 
correct. T h e  student in the sample answered cnly 5Tpercent ccrrecL
Lock back at the number cf questions on each subskiil. Note the relative importance cf the subs lulls 
.which constitute each skill. This varies from level to level. Tnen compare your students’ relative 
success with different subskills. •
Caution In Usa Of Tn e S kills  Analysis
W hen teachers usa the skills analysis, they should bear in mind that each category contains a relatively small 
sample of items. All test scores are subject to error, and, in general, the shorter the test, the mere serious the 
error may be. Every score which is to be used in an important decision should reach a minimal level of 
accuracy, usuaily d e s c r ie d  by a reliability coefficient. Test scores'tcr the lawa Tests c f Basic Skiils are net 
free cf error, of course, but they are sufficiently reliable to warrant consideration when important decisions are to 
be made about students a rc  curricula. However, any score based cn a small group cf items win be subject to 
larger error and must be interpreted with caution. The skills category error counts are one type of information, 
which, together with classroom tests, written assignments, and class discussions, can provide the basis for 
planning both instruction and curriculum guides. If error counts are treated carefully, they wiil be extremely 
helpful to teachers and students.
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* * *  R E A D I N G  ( S p r i n g  1 9 9 3 - 9 4 )  * * *
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CTBS Analysis
Grade 4 -5 :  '93 Spring to '94 Spring NCE Comparisons
^CONTINUE) S p rin g  1993 J S p r in g  1994 11 GAIN ^
Total Reading: 4 S . 4 4 9 . 6 3 . 2
Vocabulary 4 4 . 3 4 6 . 4 2 . 2
Comprehension 4 6 . 9 5 2 . 6 5 . 7
T ota l Language: 4 6 . 8 ' 5 3 . 3 • 6 . 5
Mechanics 4 5 . 4 5 5 . 7 1 0 . 3
Expression 4 5 . 8 4 8 . 7 2 . 9
Tota l M ath: 3 7 . 7 4 4 . 8 7 . 2
Com putation 3 1 . 5 3 9 . 8 ' 8 . 3
Concepts 4 3 . 9 4 8 . 4 4 . 6
Study Skills 4 7 . 0 5 4 . 3 7 . 3
Science 4 7 . 3 5 6 . 2 9 . 0
Social Studies 4 6 . 6 5 4 . 4 7 . 8
.Total Battery: 4 3 . 5 4 8 . 8 5 . 3
CTBS Analysis
Grade 5.-6 '93 Spring to '94 Spring NCE Comparisons
( RETURN ) |S p r in g  1993] S p r in g  1994 ||
To ta l Reading: 5 6 . 9  • 5 4 . 4 -  2 . 5  -
Vocabulary 5 5 . 4 5 3 . 1 - 2 . 2
Comprehension . 5 7 . 3 5 4 . 9 -  2 . 3
To ta l Language:O O 5 7 . 6  . 5 2 - .1 -  5 . 6
Mechanics 5 7 . 1 5 1 . 3 -  5 . 9
Expressionk 5 6 . 9 5 2 . 0 -  5 . 0
To ta l M ath: 4 8 . 9 4 7 . 7 -  1 . 2
Com putation 4 5 . 8 4 4 . 1 -  1 . 6
Concepts 5 0 . 9 5 0 . 6 -  0 . 3
Study Skills 5 6 . 3 5 6 . 5 0 . 2
Science 5 4 . 2 5 3 . 5 -  0 . 7
Social Studies 5 6 . 5 5 8 . 5 2 . 0
Total B atter/: 5 5 . 5 5 1 . 9 -  3 . 6
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APPENDIX F
Public Schools
Assistant Superintendent 
Educcticncl Services
Dear Fellow Educator:
This document is intended to assist you in the use of data generated through the secondary division 
testing program. On the following pages you w ill find interpretation guides for the printouts you w ill 
receive on your students' performance on the district tests. Before getting into the details o f the 
analysis procedure, it  is important for me to reaffirm the purpose o f the program.
Tnis program has been developed in cooperation with teachers and is intended to address two major 
goals:
• . Identify and communicate the curriculum areas deemed cridcal by educators 
involved in course development.
.• Provide an analysis o f student mastery o f the district's curriculum in order to assist 
educators in idencfying areas o f instrucdonal effectiveness and areas where increased 
effectiveness is desirable.
Underlying the instructional improvement program are the fo llow ing assumptions:
• Tne primary determinant o f the quality o f a student's educational experience is the quality 
o f the daily interaction between the student and the classroom teacher.
• We hold high expectations for the performance o f educators and students.
• Measurement and analysis o f student achievement data are indispensable components 
o f the improvement effort.
• Data w ill be analysed by teachers, administrators and other educators with the goals o f 
im proving the quality o f the district curriculum and testing program and enhancing 
student achievement by increasing instructional effectiveness.
• The comparison o f school or individual data is inappropriate and discouraged. Tne 
sharing o f effective programs and instructional techniques is strongly encouraged.
• Improvement is best identified through the analysis o f longitudinal data in order to 
determine how a site is progressing in terms o f itseif.
Finally, let me again underscore the fact that the goal is continual improvement o f program and 
performance. I f  you have any comment on the instructional improvement program, piease fee! free 
to contact me at your convenience.
Thanks for all your great work on behalf o f the students o f
Sincerely.
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TEST ANALYSIS WORKSHEET
What the CRTs, ITBS ar.d ASA? tell us about what students have learned and what we need to work on in 1993-94. 
O ur students learned this well:____________ We need to work on: ___________
CRTs for our students last vear:
CRTs for incoming students:
.
ITBS Scores of our students:
ASAP - We need to work on:
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APPENDIX G
DATE: November 2, 1995
FROM:
TO: Kevan E. Ommen (CEPF)
M/S 3003
.OM  t..Dr- William E. Schulze, Director
c)-£ Office of Sponsored Programs (X1357)
RE: Status of Human Subject Protocol Entitled:
"Test Result Use in the Elementary Classroom"
OSP #3 01sll95-083e
The protocol for the project referenced above has been reviewed by 
the Office of Sponsored Programs, and it has been determined that 
it meets the criteria for exemption from full review by the UNLV 
human subjects Institutional Review Board. Except for any required 
conditions or modifications noted below, this protocol is approved 
for a period of one year from the date of this notification, and 
work on the project may proceed.
Should the use of human subjects described in this protocol 
continue beyond a year from the date of this notification, it will 
be necessary to request an extension.
cc: Dr. Kevin Crehan (CEPF-3003)
OSP File
Office of Sponsored Programs 
4505 Maryland Parkway •  Box 451037 •  Las Vegas, Nevada 89154-1037 
(702) 895-1357 •  FAX (702) 895-4242
Figure 1
Teacher Response by Grade Level
1 2 3 4 5 Sp. Title 1
Grade Levels Ed.
Figure 2
Teacher Experience
1-4 5-8 9-19 20-37
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Figure 3
Usefulness of the Test Results
Could be No ResponseUseful
useful useful
Figure 4
Usefulness of Individual Scores List
Usefulness
Figure 5
Usefulness of Concept Item Analysis
Low Usefulness High
Figure 6
Usefulness of Percent Correct 
Frequency Distribution
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Usefulness of Student Response Item Analysis
U sefu lness
Figure 8
Usefulness of Summary Item Analysis
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Figure 9
Usefulness of Raw Score Frequency Distribution
Low Usefulness High
Figure 10
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Figure 11
Usefulness Crossed With Inservice Training
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Figure 12
Usefulness For Those Inserviced by The 
Department of Testing and Evaluation
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Figure 13
0 .0%
Training Preferences of Teachers
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Table 1
Months in Which Teachers Receive and Desire Results
Month Receive Desire
January - April 2.6% 1.3%
May 0.3% 6.4%
June-July 0.7% 4.2%
August 2.5% 13.3%
September 26.7% 30.9%
October 23.2% 8.3%
November 8.9% 1.2%
December 4.1% 0.3%
Varies 16.4% 11.1%
